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Figure 8. Probability (P) of 4. Our analysis supports the notion of the difficulties in the

Figure 1. Analytical Framework:
SBIR Timeline, Key Questions and Outcomes

Figure 7. Probability (P) of Commercialization (LCE) by Product and Phase II Transition

(T2=0 No Transition; T2=1 Transition) commercialization of Health IT and suggests a necessity of additional

Commercialization (CE) by Product

programmatic attention to those grants during both Ph I and Ph II.
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